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(1)

PROTECTING OUR MOST VULNERABLE RESI-
DENTS: A REVIEW OF REFORM EFFORTS AT
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CHILD AND
FAMILY SERVICES AGENCY

FRIDAY, MAY 16, 2003

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM,

Washington, DC.
The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room 2154,

Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Tom Davis (chairman of the
committee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Tom Davis, Van Hollen, and Norton.
Staff present: Keith Ausbrook, chief counsel; David Marin, direc-

tor of communications; Scott Kopple, deputy director of communica-
tions; Victoria Proctor, professional staff member; Teresa Austin,
chief clerk; Joshua E. Gillespie, deputy clerk; Shalley Kim, legisla-
tive assistant; Early Green, minority chief clerk; Jean Gosa, minor-
ity assistant clerk; and Cecelia Morton, minority office manager.

Chairman TOM DAVIS. Good morning and welcome to today’s
oversight hearing on the District of Columbia Child and Family
Services Agency [CFSA].

This hearing is a continuation of the Government Reform Com-
mittee’s oversight of the child welfare system in the District. Dur-
ing the 106th Congress, the Subcommittee on the District of Co-
lumbia held hearings to examine the status of CFSA while it was
under Federal court-appointed receivership.

Last Congress, the subcommittee continued its examination of
the city’s child welfare system with a special focus on the reorga-
nization of its judicial component, the D.C. Superior Court Family
Division. Congress worked with D.C. court officials, government,
and community leaders to create the D.C. Family Court.

Last year, I requested a followup GAO report on the status of re-
form efforts at CFSA. Specifically, GAO examined the Agency’s per-
formance measures and compliance with the Adoption and Safe
Families Act [ASFA], the implementation of key foster care poli-
cies, and the relationship between the Agency and the family court.

GAO’s preliminary findings identify some critical areas that have
yet to be addressed by CFSA. For instance, the Agency must still
comply with ASFA requirements regarding the termination of pa-
rental rights, permanency hearings, and notification to participants
for hearings and reviews.

Furthermore, I am concerned by the delay in establishing policies
related to a child’s permanency goals, the licensing of foster homes,
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social worker visitation, and parental visitation in reunification
cases. Also, GAO’s findings demonstrate that the Agency needs to
do a better job of entering data into the FACES case management
system to ensure the most accurate and relevant information is
available to caseworkers.

Many of the challenges that CFSA must address are comparable
to those faced by child welfare agencies nationwide. They include
the recruitment and retention of caseworkers, foster families, and
adoptive families. Our witnesses represent a variety of participants
in the child welfare system and can provide insight and rec-
ommendations on how CFSA can meet these challenges.

It is a daunting task to rebuild an Agency, establish and imple-
ment new policies and procedures, and radically overhaul the
Agency’s infrastructure. Since the safety and well-being of children
are at stake, this can’t happen fast enough.

But the Agency has made progress and I think it is important
to highlight its achievements. Based on the GAO’s preliminary re-
sults, I am encouraged by the CFSA’s efforts to develop written
plans to help it comply with some of the ASFA requirements and
performance measures. I am also pleased to note the Agency’s de-
velopment of numerous foster care policies and, in the case of face-
to-face intake interviews, their standards even exceed accepted best
practices. Furthermore, CFSA’s efforts to lower the number of un-
derage children who are placed in group homes is commendable.

Communication is the first step to ensuring that all components
of the child welfare system, CFSA, the courts, and public and pri-
vate agencies, work together to achieve the common goal of serving
and protecting the city’s most vulnerable children. The vital rela-
tionship between CFSA and family court is improving and includes
regular meetings between the heads of both organizations. And
they are working collaboratively to find constructive solutions to
problems such as hearing schedule conflicts.

Recently, CFSA met the minimum criteria necessary to end the
probationary period and transfer the Agency from Federal receiver-
ship back to the District’s jurisdiction. That was a great step for-
ward for the Agency and the city. Now CFSA has until 2006 to
complete the incremental steps laid out in the final implementation
plan.

So today’s hearing will focus on CFSA’s progress and the chal-
lenges it faces as it pursues reform efforts. How can CFSA best re-
solve staffing and operational problems in order to address the crit-
ical shortfalls identified by GAO? The Agency requires a stable,
well trained, and experienced team. Without solid and consistent
staffing levels, the Agency reform cannot be accomplished and chil-
dren will not receive adequate services. While the salaries for social
workers in CFSA are competitive, the Agency’s low employee reten-
tion is linked to what many employees perceive as an unsupportive
environment.

Furthermore, I cannot stress enough my concern about the slow
rate at which the Agency meets a child’s permanency goal. For this
very reason, approximately one-third of the children CFSA cur-
rently serves are teenagers. Many grew up in the system. How
would they have benefited from a permanent placement? We will
never know.
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To help us examine these questions, we have assembled a panel
of experts who work with the city’s abused and neglected children
every day. I look forward to hearing from CFSA and the court mon-
itor, as well as witnesses representing the perspectives of legal
services providers, private agencies, and foster parents.

I now recognize my colleague from the District of Columbia, Ms.
Norton, for her opening statement.

[The prepared statement of Chairman Tom Davis follows:]
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Ms. NORTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I want to
thank you, my good friend Tom Davis, for his continuing interest
in this Agency, flowing in no small part from the work he and I
did when he chaired the D.C. Subcommittee and this Agency was
in a Federal receivership.

I thank you for today’s hearing concerning the progress of the
District of Columbia Child and Family Services Agency since com-
ing out of Federal receivership in June 2001. While CFSA is a city
Agency, this hearing is an appropriate followup to the work Chair-
man Davis and I did when CFSA was in a Federal receivership.

As a followup of that work, Chairman Davis requested a GAO re-
port. This hearing is also appropriate because of our work with Ma-
jority Leader Tom DeLay in thoroughly revising the family court of
the District of Columbia Superior Court and reenergizing the fam-
ily court with 15 new judges and other personnel. That legislation,
H.R. 2657, had to be written in Congress because Congress pays
for the D.C. Courts, and alone has jurisdiction under the Home
Rule Act to make changes in the Superior Court. However, D.C.
Superior Court’s new family division was drawn in full home rule
consultation with D.C. officials and personnel.

The District itself has literally had to reconstruct CFSA from the
ground up. This committee in prior hearings found little progress
under the Federal receivership. Meanwhile, Mayor Tony Williams
and the D.C. Council were making considerable progress in improv-
ing other agencies. Therefore, I argued that the city should be al-
lowed to reassume jurisdiction, and most in Congress who were fa-
miliar with the issues agreed. Ultimately the matter rested with
the Federal district court, which returned the Agency to the Dis-
trict almost 2 years ago.

As might be expected, in its early period out of receivership,
CFSA had some distance to go. The district court has given the
Agency until 2006 to come into full compliance. I will leave it to
today’s witnesses to evaluate the Agency’s progress. However, espe-
cially considering the disrepair of the Agency, even as it emerged
from receivership, many of the early objective measures are heart-
ening. Of particular importance, the District has now created one
unified Agency involving both abuse and neglect of children, elimi-
nating confusing and counterproductive implementation and ac-
countability.

The committee should also find it encouraging that the District
is meeting most of the requirements of our 1997 Adoption and Safe
Families Act, and has met a number of performance criteria. And
it must be mentioned that this committee, which initially inves-
tigated CFSA receivership because of the death of a foster child,
will be pleased that CFSA has both adopted and implemented ap-
propriate child protection and foster care placement policies.

I will be interested to learn more from today’s witnesses. May I
welcome all of today’s witnesses, and thank them for their testi-
mony.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Eleanor Holmes Norton fol-
lows:]
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Chairman TOM DAVIS. Thank you.
Members will have 5 legislative days to submit opening state-

ments for the record.
The first panel is Cornelia Ashby, Director, Education Workforce

and Income Security, U.S. General Accounting Office; Dr. Olivia
Golden, director, District of Columbia Child and Family Services
Agency; Judith Meltzer, deputy director, Center for the Study of
Social Policy; Anne Schneiders, Chair of the National Association
of Counsel for Children; Jennifer Massengale, acting executive di-
rector, D.C. Children’s Advocacy Center; Marilyn Egerton, deputy
director of the Foster and Adoptive Parent Advocacy Center; and
Judith Sandalow, executive director of the Children’s Law Center.

It is the policy of the committee that we swear all witnesses be-
fore they testify.

[Witnesses sworn.]
Chairman TOM DAVIS. What we will do is start with Ms. Ashby,

and after everybody has given their testimony, we will ask some
questions and if you want to add something at the end, you may
do that. Your total statement is in the record. So for historical pur-
poses and analytical purposes, your statement is in the record. You
have 5 minutes to kind of sum it up.

Ms. Ashby.

STATEMENTS OF CORNELIA ASHBY, DIRECTOR, EDUCATION,
WORKFORCE, AND INCOME SECURITY, U.S. GENERAL AC-
COUNTING OFFICE; DR. OLIVIA A. GOLDEN, DIRECTOR, DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMBIA CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICES AGEN-
CY; JUDITH MELTZER, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, CENTER FOR
THE STUDY OF SOCIAL POLICY; ANNE E. SCHNEIDERS, ESQ.,
CHAIR, THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNSEL FOR
CHILDREN, WASHINGTON METRO CHAPTER; JENNIFER
MASSENGALE, J.S., MSW, ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
D.C. CHILDREN’S ADVOCACY CENTER; MARILYN R.
EGERTON, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, FOSTER AND ADOPTIVE PAR-
ENT ADVOCACY CENTER; AND JUDITH SANDALOW, EXECU-
TIVE DIRECTOR, THE CHILDREN’S LAW CENTER

Ms. ASHBY. Mr. Chairman and Ms. Norton, I am pleased to be
here today to discuss the preliminary findings from our study of
the D.C. Child Family Services Agency that you requested. We will
issue our final report later this month.

My comments are based primarily on our analysis of data in the
District’s automated child welfare information system known as
FACES. We verify the accuracy of the data, but for some of the
data elements we needed, CFSA had not entered into FACES infor-
mation for about two-thirds of its active foster care cases. Con-
sequently, we obtained and analyzed information from paper case
files to supplement FACES information for some cases. Most, but
not all, of the cases with incomplete data originated prior to
FACES going online in October 1999. Top CFSA managers told us
including data in FACES for active cases that originated prior to
FACES is not an Agency priority. In our full statement we discuss
the importance of having accurate, timely, and complete informa-
tion on all cases.
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In summary, CFSA has addressed various ASFA requirements,
and met several of the selected performance criteria, established
child protection and foster care placement policies, and enhanced
its working relationship with the D.C. Family Court. However,
much remains to be done. CFSA implemented six of the nine ASFA
requirements, and met or exceeded four of the eight performance
criteria. For example, CFSA signed a border agreement to achieve
timelier placement of District children in Maryland, which relates
to the ASFA requirement to us cross-jurisdictional resources to fa-
cilitate timely, permanent placements for children. However, CFSA
did not fully implement ASFA requirements involving proceedings
to terminate the rights of parents in certain situations, annual per-
manency review hearings, or notice of hearings and reviews.

One of the selective performance criteria requires 60 percent of
children in foster care to be placed with one or more of their sib-
lings. As of November 2002, 63 percent of children had such place-
ments. The criteria for which CFSA’s performance fell short was
social worker visitation with children in foster care, placement of
children in foster homes with valid licenses, progress toward per-
manency, and parental visits with children in foster care who have
a goal of returning home. For example, none of the 144 children
placed in foster care during the 2-month period prior to November
30, 2002 received required weekly visits by a CFSA caseworker.
CFSA has written plans to address two of the three ASFA require-
ments that were not fully implemented, and three of the four
unmet performance criteria.

CFSA has adopted child protection and foster care placement
policies that are comparable to most, but not all, of those rec-
ommended by organizations that develop standards for child wel-
fare programs. However, caseworkers did not consistently imple-
ment the six policies we examined. CFSA has policies for inves-
tigating allegations of child abuse, developing case plans, and es-
tablishing permanency goals for foster children. In addition, it has
policies for managing cases, policies for licensing and monitoring
group homes, plans for training staff in group homes, and a goal
to reduce the number of young children in group homes.

However, CFSA lacks some recommended policies, namely writ-
ten timeframes for arranging needed services for children and fam-
ilies, limits on the number of cases assigned to a caseworker, and
procedures for providing information about planned services for a
child. For five of the six policies we examined, FACES data indi-
cated that the percentage of foster care cases for which a policy
was implemented ranged from 9 to 83. This variation is due at
least in part to the incomplete FACES data. For the sixth policy,
CFSA could not provide automated data. CFSA officials told us
they recently made changes to help improve the implementation of
some of the policies we reviewed. Additionally, timeframes for im-
plementing certain policies improved from 2000 to 2002.

However, CFSA caseworkers still took longer than the 24 hours
prescribed to initiate investigations and complete safety assess-
ments for some cases. For example, while caseworkers took an av-
erage of 30 days to complete safety assessments in 2000, the aver-
age time declined to 6 days in 2002.
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CFSA has improved its working relationship with the family
court through its commitment to promoting improved communica-
tion and by expanding the service support it provides for court ac-
tivities. However, CFSA officials and family court judges noted sev-
eral hindrances that can strain their working relationship.

Mr. Chairman, this completes my prepared statement. I would be
happy to answer any questions you have.

Chairman TOM DAVIS. Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Ashby follows:]
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Chairman TOM DAVIS. Dr. Golden.
Dr. GOLDEN. Good morning, Chairman Davis and Representative

Norton. I am Olivia Golden, Director of the Child and Family Serv-
ices Agency for the District of Columbia. I am delighted to have the
opportunity to speak with you on the morning after U.S. District
Court Judge Thomas Hogan approved the final long-term imple-
mentation plan in the LaShawn lawsuit. This represents a major
milestone in the District’s 2-year reform of the child welfare sys-
tem.

Decades of neglect resulted in a lawsuit in 1989, and continued
failure by the District resulted in 6 years of Federal court receiver-
ship beginning in the mid-1990’s. In 2000, however, Mayor An-
thony Williams, the District Council, Representative Norton, and
other leaders committed to implementing major reforms as condi-
tions for return of child welfare to District control.

In the first 2 years of District control, we have gotten CFSA out
of probation, demonstrated momentum for significant positive
change, and, for the first time, engendered hope that child welfare
reform really can take place here. Now the implementation plan
provides a solid blueprint for establishing a real safety net for chil-
dren.

Two examples show how broken the protective system for Dis-
trict children used to be and the very basic issues that we have to
resolve to mend it.

First, for years, children who had suffered the trauma of removal
from their birth homes routinely spent 1 or more nights sleeping
in the Child Protective Office because placements could not be lo-
cated promptly. Today, no children sleep at CFSA because we find
safe placements for them during the day. And for decades, abused
and neglected children of all ages were virtually warehoused in
group homes throughout the city.

In May 2001, 99 children under age 6 and many more between
age 6 and 12 were in group homes. Today we have cut those num-
bers by more than half by placing more children in family settings.

My written testimony describes four areas of early important and
measurable progress for children. This progress has been including
more children in families, fewer in group settings; more timely in-
vestigations; more social worker visits and other indicators of safe-
ty and permanence; third, hiring and retaining more social work-
ers, leading to reduced social worker caseloads; and fourth, hiring
in-house clinical experts to enhance medical and mental health de-
cisionmaking.

My written testimony also summarizes several essential system
reforms now underway. These are critical to improving outcomes
for thousands of children on a sustained basis.

First, as highlighted both in the opening statements and by
GAO, CFSA, the family court, and the Corporation Counsel are
working cooperatively for the benefit of children.

Second, for the first time the key players in the child welfare sys-
tem are focusing together collectively on ASFA compliance.

Third, CFSA is focusing on quality not only internally but among
its contracted providers.

Fourth, CFSA is strengthening its formal policies to reflect re-
form. There is clearly more to do.

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:00 Aug 05, 2003 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00040 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 D:\DOCS\87806.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



37

Fifth, we are improving foster and adoptive parent recruitment,
retention and support.

And sixth, in terms of our FACES information system, 2 years
ago we could not tell which investigations were overdue, which
cases were assigned to which workers, or how many visits we had
made to children. Today our FACES computer system lists every
child in our care and where he or she is living; and managers, su-
pervisors and workers can access reports on key measures of safety
and permanence at any time.

Additional improvements to FACES lie ahead, but we have come
a long way. Along with just 22 other States—that is the top half—
we have an automated case management system that meets most
Federal requirements. In fiscal year 2004, we intend to pursue full
Federal certification of FACES as meeting all requirements, a sta-
tus so far achieved by only four States.

Finally, let me turn to challenges and next steps. The implemen-
tation plan is ambitious and comprehensive. It addresses all key
areas of child welfare, and establishes specific timeframes for per-
formance. Its requirements add up to the strong safety net that we
all want for children and families.

Four major challenges lie ahead. First, continued progress in re-
cruiting and retaining social workers. Second, continued progress
in recruiting, retaining, and supporting foster kin and adoptive
parents; third, strengthening key partnerships, and I want to espe-
cially thank the committee for the important role that the family
court legislation has played in strengthening our partnerships both
with the court and with surrounding jurisdictions. I urge continued
attention by the committee and Congress to supporting the Dis-
trict, Maryland, and Virginia as we seek to craft a truly metropoli-
tan approach to the needs of children and families whose lives
cross State boundaries.

The fourth challenge is maintaining the momentum for reform
over the long haul because there are no quick fixes.

In conclusion, in the past 2 years, District leadership at all levels
have demonstrated that we can turn around problems that have
placed our children at risk for decades. Now we have both the great
challenge and the great opportunity of working together to achieve
our vision.

Thank you so much for your commitment and support. I look for-
ward to answering your questions.

Chairman TOM DAVIS. Thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of Dr. Golden follows:]
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Chairman TOM DAVIS. Ms. Meltzer.
Ms. MELTZER. Good morning, Delegate Norton and Chairman

Davis. Thank you for your ongoing and intense interest in the func-
tioning of the District’s child welfare system.

The District of Columbia’s child welfare system emerged in Janu-
ary 2003 from court-imposed receivership. The placement of the
Agency into receivership was a historic response by the Federal
court to a malfunctioning child welfare system that was completely
failing to protect and support children in its care.

The receivership’s end in 2003 is a significant and positive ac-
complishment. It does not mean that the District’s child welfare
system is consistently functioning at an acceptable performance
level, nor that the District has achieved compliance with the
LaShawn order. As the District emerged from receivership, I was
responsible for working with Agency officials, the mayor’s office
and plaintiffs, to develop a court-ordered implementation plan.
That plan is included as part of the written testimony.

I am delighted that the U.S. District Court yesterday evening en-
thusiastically approved the plan, and I want to echo the court’s ob-
servations about the positive cooperation of all parties in its devel-
opment and the joint commitment to its full implementation. The
plan is an enforceable order of the Federal court under the
LaShawn decree; but as important, it reflects the vision for reform
of the Child and Family Services Agency of the District of Colum-
bia. The plan identifies specific performance outcomes and bench-
marks, the steps and tasks necessary to achieve compliance, time
lines for task accomplishment, and resources required for imple-
mentation. The requirements of the court’s order and the plan are
consistent with the Federal Adoption and Safe Families Act and
the District of Columbia Adoption and Safe Families Act, as well
as standards of professional practice.

The LaShawn implementation plan sets ambitious, yet I believe
feasible targets between now and December 2006 for District per-
formance across the spectrum of child welfare practices and serv-
ices.

Among the most important are: One, continued improvement in
the timeliness and quality of investigations of child abuse and ne-
glect. Two, high-quality social work and supervisory practice. It re-
quires that case planning with families begin as soon as the child
or family enters the child welfare system. Three, wider availability
of community-based supports for families to prevent children and
families from entering the child welfare system. The plan requires
a biannual needs assessment, the first of which is due December
2003. Four, enhanced services provisions so the children enter fos-
ter care placement only when their families cannot be assisted to
provide them with safe and stable homes. Five, increased visits by
social workers to children in placement to make sure that once the
State assumes custody of the children, the State acts as a good par-
ent. Six, development of an expanded range of high-quality family
placement options to continue the progress to reduce the numbers
of children who are in congregate care settings. The plan is built
around the need to provide families, not beds, for children. Seven,
providing reliable and accessible foster parent supports so place-
ment disruptions decline and children experience fewer placement
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moves while they are in foster care. Eight, continued access to re-
sources that children and families need, especially mental health
services, substance abuse services, and comprehensive medical,
psychological and educational services. Nine, locating adoptive fam-
ilies for the almost 1,100 children in this system who have a per-
manency goal of adoption.

The plan also then requires steady and measurable improvement
in several key infrastructure areas to support the practice changes.

Among the most important are: One, the aggressive hiring of so-
cial workers, leading to rapidly declining caseloads. The plan re-
quires that the social work caseloads be no more than 27 by De-
cember 30 of this year, no more than 20 by June 30, 2004, and no
more than 17 by September 2004. Meeting this requirement means
that the District must effectively recruit, hire, and retain 45 new
workers and supervisors by this September. Two, implementation
of a high-quality training program for CFSA staff and for private
Agency workers. Three, revamping the contract policies and proce-
dures to establish clear and enforceable expectations for perform-
ance by private agencies related to achieving safety and perma-
nency and well-being outcomes for children. The District is going
to release new RFPs for services by September, and over the next
3 years they will develop clear, measurable performance outcomes
as part of those contracts. Four, full implementation and enforce-
ment of new licensing standards for foster homes, group homes,
and independent living facilities. Five, revamping the Agency’s ad-
ministrative case review system and their quality assurance sys-
tems so they can more effectively monitor the quality of their own
performance.

I believe that the implementation plan with its ambitious but
sequenced performance targets can be successfully completed, and
must be. My confidence that the plan is doable is based upon my
experience and knowledge from jurisdictions around the country.
We know enough about what works, and we have evidence that
positive outcomes for children and families can be achieved.

Dr. Golden has assembled an enthusiastic team of competent
child welfare professionals, and has mobilized the diverse talents
of many staff within the Agency and from a broad range of private
agency and community partners. In addition, and to a degree that
far exceeds anything that I have witnessed in the many years I
have been monitoring the LaShawn decree, the child welfare agen-
cy is working constructively with other agencies in District govern-
ment.

My written testimony also responds to your questions about the
implementation of the Family Court Act. I am not going into that
now in the interest of time.

I also include in my written testimony some actions that I be-
lieve Congress can take to accelerate the positive change. I don’t
want to mislead the committee about the serious challenges that
remain. The difficulties of creating and maintaining a skilled work
force and of developing the substance abuse, mental health, and
other resources that families and children need are significant, but
I believe there is a renewed commitment to taking on these chal-
lenges, and I am optimistic that they can be met.
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I want to conclude by emphasizing the importance of continuing
support for the work of the District’s Child Welfare Agency. As ex-
ternal monitor, the Center for the Study of Social Policy will pre-
pare periodic progress reports for the court, the District Govern-
ment, the Congress, and the public, and we will work closely with
the Agency to improve their internal quality assurance and results
monitoring.

With our continued efforts and shared commitment, I look for-
ward to a day in the not-too-distant future when we can celebrate
the accomplishments, rather than the deficiencies, of the system.
Thank you.

Chairman TOM DAVIS. Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Meltzer follows:]
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Chairman TOM DAVIS. Ms. Schneiders.
Ms. SCHNEIDERS. Good morning, Congressman Davis and Rep-

resentative Norton.
I am pleased to have this opportunity to address the committee

from the perspective of one who has interfaced with the Agency on
behalf of abused and neglected children as a guardian ad litem for
almost 200 children over the years.

CFSA has made progress in the implementation of the time lines
set forth in the Federal legislation, but often at the expense of chil-
dren rather than for their benefit. CFSA initiated the new time
lines with the same programmatic model that continues to recruit
and utilize the term ‘‘traditional foster homes’’ when there are no
more traditional foster children.

Today children coming into foster care come from experiences of
domestic violence, physical or sexual abuse, substance abuse, HIV/
AIDS and severe neglect. These are not candidates for traditional
foster homes; that is, foster homes with no specialized training or
support. Foster parents should not be recruited and led to believe
that they will be caring for the traditional foster child; that is, a
child without special needs. Every child coming into the foster care
system today needs a therapeutic environment, and families need
to know what will be expected of them when the child returns
home, is adopted, or remains until age 21.

As a result of the current policy of differentiating between tradi-
tional foster homes and therapeutic foster homes, some older chil-
dren are left without homes and young children are placed in tradi-
tional foster homes and, again, are traumatized by loss when the
goal is changed to adoption in accord with the ASFA time lines.

CFSA needs to eliminate both the concept and terminology of
traditional foster homes. All foster parents should be recruited as
‘‘therapeutic,’’ with the expectation that they will be caring for chil-
dren with special needs. Foster parents who want only young chil-
dren under age 12, as many specify, should be recruited as ‘‘thera-
peutic foster to adopt’’ homes, with the full realization that if the
child is placed in their home and the goal is changed to adoption,
they will be expected to consider adopting this child. Very young
children should not be placed in foster homes, become part of that
family, form attachments, and have to be removed when the per-
manency goal is changed to adoption and told to start all over
again with yet another family. Many of these cases constitute emo-
tional abuse far more damaging than the original abuse which
brought the child into care. Foster parents who only want to ‘‘fos-
ter’’ and not to adopt, should be told that in all probability they
will be given children 13 or older. Such children will likely not be
adopted, but will move on to independence.

The ASFA time lines, while well-intentioned, have caused very
traumatic disruption for many young children who formerly would
have grown up in foster care. When the ASFA time lines were cre-
ated, there should have been a rethinking of the policy on how fos-
ter homes are recruited, trained, and utilized.

Child Family Service has formulated various policies which have
significantly altered the manner of delivering services to children
and families. Many of these are undoubtedly good, but many are
regressive and punitive. The problem is that these policies are for-
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mulated internally, with little input from others serving the chil-
dren, and with virtually no knowledge of such policy changes by
those outside.

Attorneys advocating for children as court-appointed guardians
often learn of policy changes when they try to obtain services. They
then learn that the service has been restricted in duration, as in
the case of mentors and tutors, or that the limitation placed on
children seeking independent living programs which used to be
available at age 16, was changed to 18 with no notice. Attorneys
must now sign statements of confidentiality when attending admin-
istrative reviews or be barred from the meeting. And yesterday I
learned that the summer camp program is no longer being offered
to children this summer.

These policy changes are not made available to people who are
affected by them or who are advocating for children who will be af-
fected. To date there is no policy manual available to replace the
volumes of policies available prior to the receivership. This seems
to be a step backward. CFSA should be encouraged to circulate pro-
posed policy changes in draft form and elicit input from persons
implementing the policy regarding the impact on children or fami-
lies.

CFSA has a solid core of competent and committed social work-
ers truly dedicated to the care of children and supporting families.
With MSW degrees, they are probably the best educated of any ju-
risdiction in the country. This is the greatest resource available to
the Agency. Yet it is tragic that retaining these workers continues
to be a serious problem. Social workers continue to leave, albeit at
a slower rate than formerly, but still causing harmful disruption of
relationships and case management services. Many senior workers
grounded in child welfare practice, with the institutional memory
of the Agency, have left or been terminated. New workers right out
of school do not bring to the practice the experience needed.

Social workers still cite high caseloads and lack of appreciation
of the drain this work places on them. Following a previous hearing
where it was reported that caseloads were down in size, I asked
every worker with whom I interacted over the next 2 weeks how
large their caseload was, and was consistently told, ‘‘In the thir-
ties,’’ or ‘I just got six new cases today.’’

Recruitment is less of a problem than retention. D.C. has five
schools of social work pumping out new graduates every 6 months.
The fact that they submit to the extensive training and shadowing
of experienced workers, yet leave so quickly, is of major concern.

Over a year ago I was asked to serve on a committee to deal with
the recruitment and retention of workers. The committee met once,
discussed some goals and possible action, and to my knowledge
never met again.

Congress needs to enlist the services of an outside group to inter-
view current staff to identify what is at the core of dissatisfaction
so great that they are willing to forgo very good salaries and bene-
fits rather than stay with the Agency. Retention will not occur
until the cancer eating at so many line workers is identified and
addressed.

There appears to be far less friction between the family court and
CFSA as the family court has made a concerted effort to accommo-
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date the demands and pressures of the social workers. Hearings
start on time and are scheduled in a manner that does not keep
parties waiting; judges are more willing to acknowledge the quality
of the work of social workers; corporation counsel attorneys are
more involved with CFSA and facilitate communication between
the Agency and other attorneys.

The greatest difficulty seems to come when the family court
judges order the Agency to provide services. CFSA is more aggres-
sive in challenging the court’s authority to issue such orders, espe-
cially where money is concerned. I, as guardian ad litem, find it
necessary to file responses on behalf of children far more often
than ever before in support of a court’s order. In most instances
there is a reluctance on the part of CFSA to make the resources
available to children; that is, to provide funding for a particular
program or service. The best interests of the budget seem to over-
ride the best interest of the child.

In conclusion, I am sure there are areas of great progress, as well
there should be. As an advocate for children, I find it necessary to
continue to address those areas where children continue to be
harmed by Agency practice.

I thank you for this opportunity to address some of these issues.
Chairman TOM DAVIS. Thank you very much. That was very

helpful.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Schneiders follows:]
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Chairman TOM DAVIS. Ms. Massengale.
Ms. MASSENGALE. Good morning, Chairman Davis, Representa-

tive Norton, and members of the Committee on Government Re-
form. It is an honor to be invited to testify before you today on be-
half of Safe Shores, the D.C. Children’s Advocacy Center.

The CAC is a nonprofit public/private partnership created to pro-
vide a coordinated and child-friendly response to child abuse in the
District of Columbia.

To accomplish this goal, we work with a multidisciplinary team
of local and Federal agencies, including the Metropolitan Police De-
partment, the Office of the Corporation Counsel, the U.S. Attor-
ney’s Office, the Child and Family Services Agency, and Children’s
National Medical Center.

All of the cases that come to our center are referred by one of
our MDT agencies. Approximately 75 percent of our cases involve
child sexual abuse, 25 percent involve child physical abuse, or child
witnesses. The majority of our cases have CFSA involvement. In
general, the CAC has seen significant improvement in the way this
city’s child welfare system approaches child abuse cases.

Three of the most important changes, all of which the CAC advo-
cated for in previous testimony before this committee, were the re-
structuring of MPD so that all child abuse cases are investigated
by the youth division of the Metropolitan Police Department, the
end of bifurcation of social services between court social services
and CFSA, and the termination of the receivership of CFSA. The
result has been a much smoother and more coordinated response
by the entire system.

We have also seen improvements specific to CFSA, including the
placement of more experienced social workers in the intake unit,
improved joint investigations with MPD, and the development of an
institutional investigations unit within the intake unit specifically
tasked with conducting investigations of abuse and neglect that
occur in out-of-home placements.

While there have been tremendous gains, the system as a whole
has not yet reached the level of excellence for which it clearly
strives.

In an effort to assist with this ongoing process, the CAC has rec-
ommendations for areas of continued improvement: Increase the
availability of therapeutic services for child victims—there is a se-
vere lack of qualified and affordable community-based clinicians in
the D.C. area who are willing and able to treat child abuse victims,
particularly child sexual abuse victims.

Increase the availability of services for young perpetrators—the
CAC has observed an increase in cases involving younger perpetra-
tors, particularly in the 7 to 9-year-old range. Practice and research
indicates that children this young who are perpetrating on other
children were most likely victimized themselves. To adequately ad-
dress their perpetration issues, these sexually reactive children
need to have their victimization issues addressed as well, but ac-
cess to organizations in D.C. specifically trained to address this
population is morbidly lacking.

More extended coverage by the intake unit—in order to ensure
optimal functioning, more intake workers need to be available dur-
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ing the evening, midnight and weekend shifts, to conduct joint in-
vestigations with MPD.

Designation of similar funding for other involved agencies—in
order to fulfill the consent order mandates, the city has increased
funding for CFSA as well as for the abuse and neglect section of
the Office of the Corporation Counsel. However, as the city has ex-
perienced budget problems, other agencies involved in the child
welfare system have had cutbacks and/or staffing decreases. For in-
stance, MPD’s youth division has positions which remain unfilled
following the transfers of detectives to other units, and the Office
of the Corporation Counsel’s juvenile section only has 10 attorneys
to handle approximately 3,000 new cases per year.

Eliminate the dual rolls of the abuse and neglect section—as part
of the consent order in the past year, the entire abuse and neglect
section of the Office of the Corporation Counsel was co-located at
CFSA and was given the additional responsibility of representing
CFSA. This dual representation is a conflict of interest and pre-
sents some ethical issues for the Assistant Corporation Counsels.
There are clearly instances wherein ACC cannot zealously rep-
resent both D.C. and CFSA.

Development of a citywide Child Assessment Center—in prior
testimony before this committee, the CAC made four recommenda-
tions to approve the city’s response to child victims of abuse. As
mentioned, three of those four recommendations have been enacted
and the result has been an improvement in the system’s response.
However, the fourth and one of the most important recommenda-
tions has not yet come to fruition, the development of a state-of-
the-art citywide Child Assessment Center that will enable co-loca-
tion of the MDT agencies under one roof.

Since 2000, the CAC and the MDT, in conjunction with the Na-
tional Children’s Alliance, have been working with representatives
from the Mayor’s office to build this new center at the Gales School
site. When finished, this new center will house the entire youth di-
vision of MPD, the intake unit of CFSA, prosecutors and child ad-
vocates from the Office of the Corporation Counsel and the U.S. At-
torney’s Office, and a medical suite for Children’s National Medical
Center. On one of its seven floors, the center will also house the
National Children’s Alliance which will make the center unique in
providing a collaboration not just between public and private agen-
cies, but between local and national as well. In addition, the center
will have two fully staffed playroom areas, an expansive therapy
suite for child victims, seven sets of forensic interviewing rooms,
and a model training center. This new center will enable the CAC
and the MDT to better serve more child victims in a manner de-
serving of our Nation’s Capital.

In February 2002, the city pledged $7.3 million to assist in the
renovation of the Gales School. Additional funding will be raised
jointly by the CAC and the NCA. Partial city funding is appro-
priate because the Gales School will remain a D.C.-owned building
that will house D.C. agencies and will serve D.C. residents. How-
ever, 3 years later, roadblocks continue to emerge, delaying the
project, a project for which time is of the essence.

In 2002, the City Council passed legislation that codifies and ex-
pands the MDT approach in child abuse cases. In particular, the
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expansion of the MDT’s role in physical abuse cases will directly
and positively influence CFSA’s provision of services to this popu-
lation. Yet at this point, space and infrastructure limitations are
impeding progress. Building this new center is an imperative step
in enabling our city to move to the next step of service provision,
particularly to the point of prevention of abuse.

We encourage this committee to support CAC, our Mayor, our
MDT agencies, and the NCA in the development of the center, and
to assist us in facilitating a groundbreaking within the calendar
year.

In conclusion, I thank the committee once again for inviting our
testimony. The CAC strongly supports our MDT agencies in their
goal of providing the highest quality of service delivery to child vic-
tims of abuse in D.C. The city’s child welfare system has made sig-
nificant progress, and we are confident that with adequate support
throughout the system, this goal will be achieved.

Thank you.
Chairman TOM DAVIS. Thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Massengale follows:]
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Chairman TOM DAVIS. Ms. Egerton.
Ms. EGERTON. Good morning, Congresswoman Norton, Congress-

man Davis, and members of the committee. My name is Marilyn
Egerton, and I am a D.C. foster, kinship, and adoptive parent. In
addition, I am the deputy director of the Foster and Adoptive Par-
ent Advocacy Center [FAPAC]. We are very appreciative of your in-
clusion of foster parent voices into these hearings, and thank you
for inviting us to participate and to share our experience with re-
form efforts of the D.C. child welfare system.

In the 12 years that my husband and I have been foster parents,
we have fostered over 25 children, had well over 50 social workers,
and I have been active as a member of the foster parent leadership
through three changes in administration.

I would like to start by pointing out some of the positive changes
that have happened during this administration. These changes in-
clude: The successful closure of the Respite Center in the CFSA
building. Second, at the insistence of foster parent leadership, a
CFSA mandate requiring all staff to give the name and number of
their supervisors on their outgoing voice mail message, enabling us
to immediately go up the chain of command when we cannot reach
our social workers. Third, the accessibility of upper-level manage-
ment to both the foster parent leadership and the individual foster
parents has been extremely commendable. Fourth, the development
of a new placement information packet through a joint effort of fos-
ter parents and staff to address a serious issue of the lack of infor-
mation given when children are placed in our homes. When CFSA
workers actually begin using these packets, this will be another
major improvement. Five, the introduction of disruption con-
ferences which utilize clinical expertise to try to prevent placement
disruptions. And six, Principal Deputy Director Leticia Lacomba’s
creation of joint working groups of foster parents and staff to revise
and impact policy and practice guidelines.

And despite the good intentions and real improvement we have
seen, the tasks ahead for CFSA regarding its foster parent commu-
nity are still great. There are many areas in which the support and
services we receive are inadequate to meet the needs of our chil-
dren, and we have included some suggestions for possible solutions
to these issues in our written testimony. These areas include: First,
the need for the infrastructure of CFSA to improve to accommodate
the changes being made at the upper level. As a result of this proc-
ess, problem resolution often goes around in circles. Hours more
appropriately spent parenting are spent in frustrating efforts to
seek problem resolution. Second, the reliance on social workers for
routine tasks which could be accomplished by administrative sup-
port staff, like looking up Medicaid numbers or Social Security
numbers. Quite frankly, I am perplexed that the Agency does not
utilize administrative support for these clerical tasks within the so-
cial work unit, freeing the social workers to actually practice social
work. Third, although the responsiveness and inclusiveness of the
upper level has been real and significant, the attitudes of true part-
nership have not yet consistently reached the front lines. Workers
often invalidate our experience, and, when it comes to the right to
make decisions, exclude, ignore, and rebuff the foster parents’
input.
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For children currently living in my home, I have been invited to
participate in a total of one administrative review at which perma-
nency plans and progress are to be discussed. We have been as-
sured very recently that the technological and logistical barriers to
notification have been resolved, and that consistent notification to
administrative reviews will now be implemented. We hope to see
evidence of this in the immediate future, and we trust that our no-
tification of court reviews will be next.

Fourth, the inability of social workers to consistently access re-
sources both within CFSA and from the community. We rec-
ommend that public and private agency social workers receive
training in this area. Fifth, the lack of sufficient numbers of infant
day-care slots in D.C. Although this is not a responsibility of CFSA,
it is a huge barrier nonetheless. Sixth, the lack of quality and time-
ly mental health services. Our children are wounded. Many have
suffered emotional and sometimes physical abuse, and all have suf-
fered much loss. It is outrageous that their mental health needs
have been addressed in such an inadequate manner. We do not
know the answer to this problem. However, this is so paramount
it cannot go unaddressed. Seventh, the lack of active Medicaid
numbers and cards. This creates barriers to health care for our
children. Eighth, the lack of an operating medical consent-to-treat
policy leaves us, as well as the hospitals, confused about who needs
to sign for what treatments. And ninth, the lack of availability and
access to respite care. All parents need a break from parenting
sometimes. Biological parents have the option of sending their chil-
dren to spend the weekend with a relative or family friend, or to
visit a classmate for the weekend. As foster parents, we don’t have
that option unless those persons can meet many criteria, including
obtaining the clearances that we have to obtain as foster parents.
This puts us in a tough position. Not only are we asked to parent
without significant breaks, we are parenting children who often
have serious issues.

I believe that many seeds have been planted under this adminis-
tration which can lead to very positive change for foster families
at CFSA. But many have not yet blossomed into actual day-to-day
improvement.

Responsiveness, accessibility, and inclusiveness of the upper level
toward foster parents have been real and beyond rhetoric. Active
and diligent work is being done by dedicated and committed CFSA
staff and administrators, and they are community partners toward
improvement and reform. However, we have much further to go be-
fore the infrastructure of CFSA supports and implements the phi-
losophy of the upper level or the principles of best practice.

In closing, we do believe that the Agency is on the right path and
should continue in the direction in which they are traveling, which
they have developed in collaboration with foster parents and their
other communities partners. We also see the necessity for them to
further develop the infrastructure that will facilitate the kind of
changes essential to our children to receive the care they deserve.

We acknowledge, as Rome was not built in a day, that CFSA can-
not complete its systemic reform overnight. However, we do encour-
age them to move quickly to resolve those issues which are imme-
diately fixable.
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I appreciate the opportunity to speak to foster parent concerns
at this hearing. As an individual foster parent as well as the dep-
uty director of FAPAC, I will continue to be available to assist in
system reform in any way I can and to work with CFSA to develop
its path of partnership with its foster parent community.

Chairman TOM DAVIS. Thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Egerton follows:]
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Chairman TOM DAVIS. Ms. Sandalow.
Ms. SANDALOW. Good morning, Chairman Davis, Ms. Norton, and

Mr. Van Hollen. My name is Judith Sandalow, and I am the execu-
tive director of the Children’s Law Center in Washington, DC. The
Children’s Law Center helps at-risk children in the District of Co-
lumbia find safe permanent homes and the education, health care,
and social services they need to flourish. We do that by providing
comprehensive legal services to children, their families, foster kin-
ship and adoptive parents.

At the Children’s Law Center, we serve as the voice for many
children. We know their hopes, their fears, and their dreams. We
see the excitement in the child’s eyes when she is allowed to visit
her sister who lives in another foster home. We also watch teenage
boys resign themselves to never having a real family because they
cannot control the anger brought on by years of abuse.

The Children’s Law Center also represents caregivers. Through
our family permanency project, we help foster and kinship care-
givers become guardians and adoptive parents. Many of our care-
giver clients live in Maryland and Virginia as well the District of
Columbia.

Since the creation of the family court and the arrival of Dr. Gold-
en to the CFSA, there has been an increased focus in the District
on improving the lives of abused and neglected children. Nonethe-
less, there is a long way to go before we can say with confidence
that children are traveling a safe and speedy course through our
child welfare system.

It is important to celebrate the achievements that Dr. Golden de-
tails in her testimony. The closing of the Respite Center, the dra-
matic reduction in numbers of young children in congregate care,
and the steady decrease of social worker caseloads are meaningful
accomplishments.

The Children’s Law Center applauds these successes. I’d like to
use my time today to discuss two topics with the hope that Dr.
Golden will give to these issues some of the energy, enthusiasm
and action that she has shown in other areas. I’m convinced that
these areas are essential to compliance with ASFA, and they are
essential to the success of the implementation plan.

When a child is injured in a car accident, the ambulance rushes
the child to the hospital where a team of doctors and nurses drop
everything to save a child’s life. We all recognize that without this
extraordinary effort, a child will die or be permanently disabled.
The same urgency and the same resources should attend removal,
abuse and neglect of children in their homes. Every day in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, children are permanently scarred because we do
not treat these first days in foster care as an emergency. What is
right for the children is right for the D.C. budget. Early and inten-
sive intervention on behalf of children will speed reunification and
adoption and will prevent the financial and human cost of in-
creased homelessness, incarceration and welfare dependents that
are found among adults who spend their childhoods in foster care.

I urge CFSA, with the support of targeted funding by Congress,
to create an emergency team to work with children and families
when a child is removed from his or her home. You might ask what
would such an emergency team do. First, an emergency team

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:00 Aug 05, 2003 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00114 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 D:\DOCS\87806.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



111

would convene a meeting of the child’s family within 24 or 48 hours
after removal to see what resources the extended family can pro-
vide. Often family members can step in to assist an overwhelmed
parent, can arrange visits in their home for the child, or can even
bring a child to live with them while the parent is in recovery.

An emergency team would have access to a flexible fund to buy
beds, clothes and, if necessary, food to ensure their relative can
bring a child into their home immediately so the child does not
have to stay in foster care. These tasks and the many more that
are detailed in my written testimony must be done within the first
few days after a child is removed from her home. Just as we staff
an emergency room around the clock and not only during business
hours, we must staff a child welfare agency team 24 hours a day.

Early intervention won’t help children if there are no services to
help children heal, to rehabilitate parents and to support families.
D.C. has an extremely limited number of mental health providers,
as you’ve heard from other witnesses. There are very few drug
treatment beds. Homemaker and intensive in-home services are al-
most nonexistent. As a foster and adoptive parent myself of ex-
tremely special needs teenage boys, I know from personal experi-
ence that it is violent and dangerous not to have those in-home
services.

I applaud CFSA’s recent efforts to evaluate the quality of the
service providers they use. This is the first time that I know that
CFSA under any administration has done such an evaluation. Now
their attention must be turned to increasing the availability of
these services within CFSA and in other government agencies that
are responsible for serving our children.

The most important support that can be done for foster parents
and the best tool for recruiting and retaining foster parents is the
development of support services in the home for foster parents. The
short-term cost of providing services may be great, but the long-
term benefits and personal and financial savings is extraordinary.

Indulge me with one story about a D.C. family that we’ve worked
closely with. We worked with the father, who, after the death of his
wife, was extremely depressed and having a hard time caring for
his three children. He managed to hold onto a full-time job, get din-
ner on the table and was available to his children every evening
after work, but he couldn’t manage to get his children dressed in
the morning and ready for school. Because of that, they missed
school frequently, and there were concerns about educational ne-
glect. Limited early morning homemaker services that were pro-
vided by CFSA help to keep this family together. It is just one ex-
ample of how important it is to provide some support services to
families to prevent entry of children into the child welfare system.

A foster child is, by law, in the legal custody of the government.
The government, therefore, has the legal right and the responsibil-
ity to parent that foster child. To me this means that we must
treat every foster child as if he or she is our very own. Thank you
for taking that responsibility seriously and for calling for and sup-
porting measures that will give every foster child the promise of a
safe, permanent and loving home.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Sandalow follows:]
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Chairman TOM DAVIS. Well, thank you all. A lot of different per-
spectives on this. A lot of information.

Let me just start by thanking all of you for what you’re doing.
Sometimes it is the most satisfying job in the world. Sometimes it
has to be the most frustrating, and you can imagine our position
as policymakers up here trying to end up doing the right thing. But
it is not just resources; there are just a lot of factors involved with
it. But you all are trying, and we’re improving, and I think we
shouldn’t lose sight of that. So we’ll have a long way to go, and we
want to give you the resources to do that.

Dr. Golden, let me start with you. What does a starting social
worker make now in the city? Do you know salarywise?

Dr. GOLDEN. A master’s level social worker, where they will come
in in terms of salary depends on years of experience and GPA.

The bottom is about $40,000. It can be well above that as people
have years of experience.

Chairman TOM DAVIS. So that is an MSW degree basically?
Dr. GOLDEN. Right. A master’s degree. So we have very competi-

tive salary at the master’s level. At the bachelor’s level we’re not
quite as competitive with other jurisdictions, but at the master’s
level we are. And we’re also seeing—I think one of the other testi-
fiers may have mentioned this—because we now have a strong ini-
tial training unit with 4 months that combines classroom and on
the job, we’re hearing that is the real reason that people are com-
ing to join us as well.

Chairman TOM DAVIS. I mean, people who go into social work,
it has been my experience—and I ran a county government, as you
know, before I came here. A lot of them aren’t in it just for the
money. Money is certainly a factor, and you want to be competitive
and even more so, but it is not really what motivates people to go
into this business. Our business as well, I might add.

Dr. GOLDEN. That’s right. All of our work, I’m afraid.
Chairman TOM DAVIS. What is the reason—as you look at it,

what is the major reason that we get the turnover? Do people get
burned out of this, get frustrated, do they move, do they go into
some other profession, other jurisdictions? Is there one reason, or
is there just a series of things?

Dr. GOLDEN. Well, we do exit interviews to learn about our own
experience, and we’ve had the chance to look at the national con-
text. We have a slightly better retention rate than the average of
child welfare agencies around the country, but that is definitely not
something to brag about. The average in this work, which is so dif-
ficult and stressful, is 20, 21 percent. We hit about 17 percent last
year. So——

Chairman TOM DAVIS. That is annually.
Dr. GOLDEN. Annually, that’s right. And——
Chairman TOM DAVIS. Most major organizations with that kind

of turnover, it’s hard to get the—not just the continuity, but to run
it effectively, because the high cost of bringing in new people and
training them, too.

Dr. GOLDEN. That’s right. And even when I used to be at HHS,
that is true across the number of human services field like child
care as well, but child welfare is especially stressful, and among—
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I think there are several factors that we’ve identified. One is just
that the work is really hard.

A second specifically in our agency, caseload size was always
cited, so as we bring that down, we hope to have some impact.

The committee will be interested to know, given your commit-
ment to the family court, that the stress of interaction with the ju-
diciary used to be on the list, and I actually haven’t looked lately.
I would guess that would be getting better; that as we work toward
teams, that would be better.

Some of the stresses mentioned by some of the other panelists in
term of the frustration of trying to get access to resources and ad-
ministrative headaches are issues for us and others; quality of su-
pervision, which we’re working on.

And then I would add I really think that the period of reform
itself is stressful, and some people love that, and some people,
that’s the perfect fit, and they love being part of this exciting
change. And people tell me that’s why they’ve come.

For other people, of course, it is a time of a great deal of change,
and so I think the other thing to say is that to the extent we’re
bringing in extraordinarily talented young people right after
they’ve finished graduate school, we will have some number of peo-
ple who seek another opportunity after 2 or 3 years anyway, be-
cause they came to learn, and then they’re moving on. But we
think that as we really focus on those retention issues, we should
at least be able to stay where we are, below the national average.
We’ll see whether it takes us a little while to improve.

Chairman TOM DAVIS. If I state this—MSW, I start out, I’m
there 15 years, what could I expect to make salary wise?

Dr. GOLDEN. I’m going to give you a rough number. I think we
should get back to the specifics. I think we go up, particularly if
people move up in terms of their licensing, because we have——

Chairman TOM DAVIS. Assuming I do the normal——
Dr. GOLDEN. I think we can go up to the mid-60’s over a period

of time with licensing. I mean, this is a master’s level qualification,
and people, of course, have other options in the private sector if
we’re attracting good people with HMOs and other places. So we
definitely—it’s definitely——

Chairman TOM DAVIS. I forget who testified. It was one of the
earlier—on the number of children that move into their teens that
we still haven’t found a place for. I represent a suburban jurisdic-
tion where I’ve just got families fighting to get kids. Whatever ra-
cial background, to do that, what’s the major obstacles to finding
people to adopt these kids? There is a lot of them—I guess the
older they get, the tougher it is in some cases. What can we do to
improve the adoption rate? Do you take suburban families? Do they
have to be from the city?

Dr. GOLDEN. Absolutely. I really appreciate your interest in
working with the Maryland and Virginia jurisdictions, because I
think it’s absolutely right that there are families not only in the
District, because there are many families in the District, but also
in the metropolitan area who really care about the District’s chil-
dren.

I think there are a number of obstacles, and I think some of
them came up in the comments of other panelists. I think the first
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is that over many, many years, the culture, both in the agency and
in the District system as a whole, has often been to believe that
it stopped being possible to place children as they came to a certain
age, and over the years I’ve heard that from judges inside the agen-
cy, from private providers, and I think we have to turn that
around. And I think we’re starting to. I think ASFA is meant to,
but I think that’s one issue.

A second issue which, again, several people alluded to is that
where we haven’t done the right things in the way of services along
the way over 10 years of moving a child around placements, we
may have done some damage to that—to that child and their abil-
ity to connect to a family. So we’ve got to change that.

And then I think the third thing in terms of the big piece of re-
sponsibility that’s ours is very focused attention to those children
with very specific recruitment plans, adoption recruitment plans, so
that, for example, if a child has medical needs, that we’re looking
for parents who are prepared to meet those needs, who we find—
I mean, we——

Chairman TOM DAVIS. But that is a major obstacle, a huge medi-
cal or psychological problem. Those are probably the most difficult
kids to adopt, but I take it a lot of kids in the queue, there is no
outwardly mental or physical problem. We just can’t find—Ms.
Sandalow, do you want to address that?

Ms. SANDALOW. The problem is that when a child comes into the
system, you don’t know what level of damage has occurred, so it
is common for a child to be placed with a foster parent and for the
foster parent to be told that there are no known problems, and, in
fact, they may not know, and then for that child to develop very
severe emotional, psychiatric or medical problems over the next
couple of years.

The No. 1 barrier that we see among our clients to adoption or
to guardianship is the lack of support throughout the D.C. govern-
ment agencies for good mental health and in-home behavioral
health services.

Chairman TOM DAVIS. Obviously if you can get a kid—just
speaking literally—off the books and into a loving family that
wants them, that’s the best solution, isn’t it?

Dr. GOLDEN. Absolutely. And one of the things we’re proud of in
terms of the steps along the way is that one of the criteria for us
to get out of the probationary period was a 20 percent increase in
adoptions that we were able to accomplish last year, but we have
to do much more.

Chairman TOM DAVIS. Do you have any comments on that?
You’ve been through this. This will be my last question before I
yield to Ms. Norton.

Ms. EGERTON. I was just saying that also my experience has
been almost exclusively with teen boys over the last 12 years, and
people often say that you cannot get them adopted out. And one of
the barriers to that is that they themselves don’t want to be adopt-
ed, and we really have to acknowledge that these teenagers don’t
necessarily see adoption as a positive thing.

And a part of what we need to do is, one, start talking with our
teens and training our teens and giving them a better understand-
ing of what the positives to adoption could be in their lives, and
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also working with the foster families and the biological families
and training them to work together, because the teens are very
afraid that what will happen with adoption is that they lose their
connection, whatever that connection is, to the biological family,
and that doesn’t have to happen.

I’ve got 16-age boys who I’ve raised to adulthood who I have very
close relationships with all of their biological families, and we all
get together now periodically through the year as one big massive
family. It can happen, but foster families and biological families
have to be trained at how to get over that hump.

Chairman TOM DAVIS. I just will conclude with this before I yield
to Ms. Norton. We try to put public policies in to change the world,
but the fact is you do it a kid at a time, and I mean, what you’re
doing is so important. And all of you, I really do appreciate it, and
it’s tough, and we get on you when things don’t go right. I know
we all want to try to make it work, so just continue to work with
us. Thank you very much.

Ms. Norton.
Ms. NORTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and I do

want to congratulate you, Dr. Golden, that the court has approved
the long-term plan. It must be gratifying to the agency, and, of
course, on some of the testimony you’ve heard here, it must be
gratifying as well in the progress of the agency. As I said earlier,
that you’ve met most of the important requirements of the Adop-
tion and Safe Families Act is particularly gratifying.

While my good colleague—and I appreciate his being here for a
few minutes—Mr. Van Hollen is here, I would like to ask a ques-
tion relating to the distribution of our children within the region.
First, let me ask how many of our children are in the District of
Columbia, how many are in Maryland and how many are in Vir-
ginia, with rough percentages, please?

Dr. GOLDEN. About half of the children in care in the District of
Columbia are in Maryland; a very small number right now in the
District, 60 or 80 children—I mean, in Virginia, I’m sorry. The
other half are in the District.

Ms. NORTON. So most of these children are in Maryland.
Dr. GOLDEN. About half of the children are in Maryland, about

half in the District.
Ms. NORTON. Now, I recall that at our last hearing there was dis-

cussion about a border agreement and even perhaps some need of
Congress to be helpful with respect to a border agreement. Would
you indicate to us what your experience has been in executing and
enforcing the border agreements with our regional neighbors?

Dr. GOLDEN. Yes. I think that’s a very important issue and one
in which I want to say thank you to the committee and urge your
continued involvement. In the family court legislation, the Con-
gress wrote a sense of the Congress piece of legislation urging the
District, Maryland and Virginia to work together on a border
agreement, and we, with Maryland, achieved an interim agree-
ment, which we now—it’s a formal signature while we work with
a new administration. Maryland, we’re getting involved and work-
ing with the new people, but we’re all working by it, and we’ve had
several phone calls from Virginia and are planning to engage them.

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:00 Aug 05, 2003 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00123 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 D:\DOCS\87806.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



120

The key elements of it, which I think are really important, the
first is that right now—just—this is a metropolitan area where
families and extended families and children’s lives just cross State
boundaries all the time. A father may be one place, a mother an-
other, an aunt another, a family that goes to the child’s church and
wants to care for them may live in another jurisdiction. So we have
to figure out ways not to have too much bureaucracy around the
State lines.

Key provisions in the agreement with Maryland included expe-
dited placement of children, so that if a child lives in the District,
but their relative is in Prince George’s County, that we would have
an expedited way to do that placement. We are putting in place the
last implementation pieces for that. We are providing some re-
sources to make that easier for Prince George’s and trying to make
that happen.

The second piece is around non-kin families so that where there’s
a family setting in the metropolitan area that would be right for
the child, that’s better than being in congregate care, although we’d
rather have a child in their family in their very own neighborhood.

And then third piece is there’s a whole lot of other issues around
licensing and sharing information that we want to work on as well.

So we think that the Congress’s work in keeping us focused
across the jurisdictions on the fact that child and family lives are
lived in metropolitan ways is really important. At the same time,
we’re focusing intentionally on recruiting foster parents in the Dis-
trict, because where there aren’t those kin or other ties, we’d much
rather have children in their neighborhoods and not have their
lives disrupted.

Ms. NORTON. So if there are resources involved, the District has
to provide the resources, the families, going to Maryland or Vir-
ginia?

Dr. GOLDEN. That’s right; until the point of adoption, that’s right.
Ms. NORTON. So you think that this agreement is functioning

well now?
Dr. GOLDEN. I think it’s not finished. I think we’ve made—it’s

like everything we’re talking about today. We’ve made important
progress to have an agreement and get some pieces down on paper,
but we have a lot more to do and think it would be useful to have
the continued focus of the Congress on those remaining pieces.

Ms. NORTON. So there’s no shared funding here? It’s funding—
if the child is—has been in your agency here, there’s not a funding
problem with Maryland? I want to make sure, because as I recall,
there were some of those issues before, and if they have been
ironed out, I would be very pleased.

Dr. GOLDEN. No. I think there are some issues, and I think we
made a start on them, but I think there may well be a role for Con-
gress in the future. One of the issues, for example, is that the sur-
rounding jurisdictions pay lower rates for foster parents than the
District does. Our Federal court decree required us to raise rates
for all the good reasons you’ve heard, that it’s enormously expen-
sive to raise a child in the metropolitan area. Some of the sur-
rounding jurisdictions are worried that if families are available for
District children and pay at that rate, that will reduce their ability
to serve their children. And so one of the things we’ve all talked
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about besides the recruiting that we’re doing is whether over time
there would be an opportunity for them to supplement within the
metropolitan area to meet the high cost of living here. So that’s the
kind of issue that hasn’t been solved yet.

Ms. NORTON. I’d be willing to yield to Mr. Van Hollen before he
left if he has any issue or any question.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Thank you very much, and I want to thank
Congresswoman Eleanor Holmes Norton for all her leadership
here. As a new Member, I’m here largely to learn, and I thank all
of you for your testimony. I’m going to read it over as well. I thank
the chairman of this committee for his leadership on this issue as
well.

As a State legislator, I did a lot of work in the area of child wel-
fare, and I look forward to contributing in any way I can, working
with the chairman and Congresswoman Eleanor Holmes Norton on
those issues and with all of you to improve and make the D.C. sys-
tem better and to help you with Maryland to the extent that there
are issues. I welcome any of your suggestions for help and support
I can provide. I’m not familiar with all the issues in the agreement,
but if you have any problems, I’m here to help, and I look forward
to working with you on those issues.

Ms. NORTON. Thank you.
Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Please bring them to my attention, because

that’s an issue that is important to all of us, important to the re-
gion. It’s also important obviously to do the right thing by the chil-
dren.

Dr. GOLDEN. Thank you, sir.
Ms. NORTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Van Hollen.
Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Thank you. I’m sorry I’m going to have to

leave now, but I thank you for that.
Ms. NORTON. At least initially it might be troubling that the Dis-

trict pays more than the two other jurisdictions, although I believe
we need to know more of the implications of that. It may be that
to take a child from the District of Columbia when they read in the
paper so much about the difficulties of urban life for much of these
inner-city children might be considered by some to be just the kind
of incentive you might need. I just don’t know how to judge that.
I would not want some inequality of that kind to develop among
the jurisdictions so as to present barriers among us, but I’m not
sure of the implications.

Yes, Ms. Schneiders.
Ms. SCHNEIDERS. This is an area that is of great concern to a lot

of people in the agencies, because there is no standardization of
rates in this area for what a foster family gets. If they go to agency
A, they may get paid X amount of dollars per month. If they go to
agency B, they get something higher or lower. Then when the child
is adopted, the adoption subsidy is lower than the foster care sub-
sidy, so it discourages adoption. And it would be helpful, I think,
if there could be some standardization of rates for different types
of children, as New York does. You know, there is a State rate, and
everyone pays the State rate. And——

Ms. NORTON. They pay the same rate for foster and adoption—
New York pays the same rate to an adoptive parent as they do to
a foster parent?
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Ms. SCHNEIDERS. No. There’s a State—I’m talking about foster
care. The State rate—but here in the District, for example, a foster
parent will get a certain amount of money as a foster parent and
then learn that when they negotiate the adoption subsidy, it can
be lower than the foster care subsidy.

Ms. NORTON. And you don’t think that’s right? You think that
the—that was my question. Do you think that the adoptive rate
should be the same as the foster rate? I mean, you’re taking full
responsibility for the child as an adoptive parent, albeit with some
subsidy. A foster parent, of course, is not taking that kind of re-
sponsibility.

Ms. SCHNEIDERS. I think it depends on the type of child. All I’m
saying is that I think there needs to be some equalization or stand-
ardization as to what agencies—whether it’s the D.C. home versus
the private agency home versus the second private agency home,
that there should be some standardization of what the cost of car-
ing for a child with one set of disabilities is versus a child without
those disabilities or a child with more severe disabilities.

Ms. NORTON. Let me ask Dr. Golden. Is there some reason for
lack of standardization? Is there some need to tailor rates based on
the needs of the child, or what is the reason?

Dr. GOLDEN. Where we are right now, which I think is what Ms.
Schneiders is referring to, is that we have a basic rate that we pay
for foster parents that’s set in our court decree, and that’s, I think,
derived from an index of how much it costs to care for a child in
the urban Southeast. But we support foster parents for what we
call therapeutic care through contracts to the private agencies that
work with foster parents, and it’s absolutely right that there’s in-
consistency there.

Where we would like to go to is toward, perhaps, which I think,
Representative Norton, may have been what you were thinking
about when you said the needs of the child. We would like to get
toward more clarity about the level of need of the child and having
that better matched with the payment. We’re right in the midst of
the next set of working with our contracted providers around that,
so I think it’s right that there should be some difference related to
the needs of the child. I also think that it should be more clear
than it is right now.

Ms. NORTON. More standard than it is now.
Dr. GOLDEN. Exactly.
Ms. NORTON. And you’re working toward that end.
Dr. GOLDEN. We are. It won’t happen immediately, but we’re

working toward it.
Ms. NORTON. Let me go on. It is troubling that the GAO found

that data was not available for 70 percent of the current foster care
cases. That’s, like, most of the children that you don’t have the
most important data for. What is wrong with this FACES system,
or is there some other reason for this unavailability of important
data? Whoever can answer it. I take it it’s you, Dr. Golden.

Dr. GOLDEN. Great. No. I would love to. I didn’t want to inter-
rupt the GAO.

As I understand the GAO’s finding, it’s particularly about an
issue that many States have, that when you move to a good system
like a FACES system, a good case management system, you have

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:00 Aug 05, 2003 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00126 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 D:\DOCS\87806.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



123

to struggle with what to do about the old data that was either
manual or was in old systems, and after discussing with the GAO
their conclusion that we really should have done more than what
we did, we’ve called a lot of other States to find out what people
have done about that transition, because the data that aren’t there
aren’t basic data about where the child is and so forth. Their infor-
mation about—in that investigation process, for example, that oc-
curred 3 years ago, perhaps with MPD or in the fragmented sys-
tem, how quickly did that investigation happen? And that’s the
kind of thing that if it was tracked before would have been in a
file or some previous system. So we talked with other States to find
out if they had a recommendation for us.

The sense we got from the other States was that really they
would recommend doing just what we did, which was pick out
those data that are high quality and try to do an automated trans-
fer, which we did, not do a special project to go in and try to exam-
ine the files for more. And the reasons they don’t recommend that
is that the reason so many States are switching to the new, better
systems is that the old data isn’t very good, and you add another
administrative burden to social workers if you try to have them
come through it. But I’m very open to exploring with other jurisdic-
tions.

The key thing, I think, in terms of our FACES system is that it’s
a strong automated system, and what we’ve got to do is keep im-
proving the way it supports our process so that social workers
enter visitation and enter case plan data, and we’ve made——

Ms. NORTON. Let me go on. It’s an issue that obviously when you
have that large number out there from the GAO needs to be
worked on. I do accept what you say. I mean, you can get yourself
into, you know, data heaven here. You’ve got to decide how much
of your time, energy and resources are going to be put on bringing
old data over, and that’s a very knotty question. It may be that
what is needed is to earmark certain kinds of basic data that sim-
ply must be in a file of a child, period, knowing full well that you
can’t do an encyclopedic search without putting too much of your
resources in data and perhaps less in children.

Ms. Egerton, I must tell you you’ve raised my interest when you
said that some of these teenage boys—I have a commission on
black men and boys. I am so concerned about black family life in
our community, our community where most of the children are
born to never-married women and never will be married women,
our community which has lost the family centeredness that held us
from slavery through a century of discrimination. I regard this as
the most serious problem facing black America today, and there
has been a lot of focus on the women and children, because the
women are custodians of the children, you must look to them, and
very little focus on the men.

This commission consists of 12 men in the District of Columbia.
It’s not your expert commission. They have some expert advisers;
12 men in the District of Columbia who have the confidence of men
and boys in the District of Columbia, because they’ve worked with
them. And I’m very interested. I mean, I’m this great big feminist.
I’m real interested in black men and boys, because I’m interested
in the revival of the black family. All this stuff that we have here
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today, you know, is about accepting that we would get there in the
first place, and, you know, how can we accept that we’re going to
get there in the first place, where huge numbers of our children are
in foster care? The rest of them are hanging on by their fingernails
with some single woman. Very few of our young people are getting
married because of the disparity between the marriageable young
men and marriageable young women, because so many of the boys
when they are young get off into the underground economy or the
criminal economy or the drug economy or the gun economy. This
is the problem of the African American community.

Now, you really get my attention, Ms. Egerton, when you say
that a lot of these boys don’t want to be adopted, and I wish you
would explain that to us.

Ms. EGERTON. They don’t. Our children need the connection to
their biological families, and as I said before, whatever that connec-
tion is, and many of them, the teenagers, are afraid that the adop-
tion cuts that tie.

Ms. NORTON. They still feel some tie with the biological families?
Ms. EGERTON. They feel some tie, even when they have no con-

tact. My oldest sons made it very clear when the subject was men-
tioned to them of adoption, they made it very clear to their social
workers, to my husband and me and to anyone else who questioned
them, we don’t want to go anywhere. We want to be here. There
is where we feel safe. This is home. This is where we want to be.
We don’t want to be adopted. We don’t want to leave you, but we
don’t want to be adopted, because if we get adopted, we have no
connection to our families. And very often our kids have an
unspoken fantasy that their parents will get it together even after
years and years and years and years of the inability to parent
them. They have that unspoken fantasy, and many of them are
afraid that if that adoption goes through, should their fantasy come
true and their parent is able to parent them, then they still don’t
have the—you know, it’s impossible at that point.

Our children are not trained. We talk a whole lot about training
our professionals, and we broach a little bit on the subject of train-
ing up foster parents, but we don’t talk about training our children,
and they need—particularly our teenagers, particularly children
who have been raised in the system, they need to begin to under-
stand that adoption does not have to mean it’s the end of any rela-
tionship with your biological family. And they need to understand
the positives to adoption and not be left out to try to come up with
some answer on their own as to what adoption means.

Ms. NORTON. Well, perhaps——
Ms. SANDALOW. We need to listen to them and be trained by

them as well, I think, and I think Marilyn—we would agree on
this, which is the measure of well-being of a child is often not adop-
tion, but compliance with ASFA through long-term foster care. And
D.C. has a new guardianship law which provides the flexibility, if
it could be extended beyond kin, to foster parents to allow children
to acknowledge through law the truth that they have two families,
and that is important.

Ms. MELTZER. Adoption practice in the whole country has
changed dramatically since ASFA, and many States allowed by
statute something called ‘‘open adoption.’’ An open adoption recog-
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nizes that for many older children, you can have an adoption and
have a permanent connection to a new family, but still maintain
ties to your birth family. D.C. statute does not allow open adoption.
It needs to be changed to allow that.

The other piece that I——
Ms. NORTON. Why doesn’t D.C. allow open adoption, Dr. Golden?
Dr. GOLDEN. I don’t know the answer to that. I’ve asked the

judges about it, and I think it is an area——
Ms. NORTON. It is the——
Dr. GOLDEN. It doesn’t—it makes it impossible to require it, as

I understand it. That is, people can choose to do it, but it makes
it impossible for that to be a condition, and so that is an area that
I think we should investigate for possible statutory change.

Ms. NORTON. I wish you would investigate that and let this com-
mittee know if there is any interest in the council in open adoption,
you know, where, in fact, the relationship with the parent is a part
of the process.

Ms. MELTZER. Sometimes it’s not even the parent. It’s the rel-
atives and the siblings that they’ve been separated from through
foster care.

But the other point is that in the past, professionals have been
too quick to assume that these 14-year-olds and 15-year-olds that
they ask—if they say, ‘‘do you want to be adopted,’’ and they say
no, that is the final answer. All of us who have teenagers know
that their first reaction to any change is to say no. So I think the
whole sense of how we work with kids around this issue has to
change.

Ms. NORTON. I mean, I just wonder—to ask a teenage black kid
if he wants to be adopted is not to raise his expectation. I wonder
if the question should even be put out there. I mean, how many
teenage black kids—black boys have any possibility of being adopt-
ed?

Ms. EGERTON. Well, I can tell you, I would adopt, like, all of
them. I love them. I love teen boys, and I’m not the only one out
there. And in the case of my——

Ms. NORTON. The statistics are awful for these boys, and in a
real sense, the best thing—they may have the best realistic sense
of what is going to happen to them, and they have come to grips
with it. They know that a teenage black kid is—just by presenting
himself—a menace as far as some people in society are concerned.
So they have decided, hey, wait a minute, I’m going to deal with
my head, and my head tells me don’t even think about adoption.
I got a gig here that I’m comfortable with, and I’m going to stay
with it.

Ms. EGERTON. But my boys knew that they were—the question
was being posed, because the question was first posed to my hus-
band and me, and the answer was emphatically yes, absolutely. I
don’t want to see them go anywhere else, absolutely. So they
weren’t asked the question without there being someplace for them.

Ms. NORTON. Yes.
Ms. EGERTON. But I would also say, too, that our black commu-

nity would be more willing and capable to step in and take care
of these black boys if the support systems were in place for us to
do so. As foster parents, we have to be supported. The services that
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our children need need to be there, easily accessible, and when that
is, in fact, the case, there will be more meetings, because I would
not hesitate to go out and in my circle of friends say, y’all need to
do this, you know. But those supports need to be in place. I’m not
going to ask my friends and my constituents to do this when the
supports are not in place.

Ms. NORTON. Well, let me followup with the notion of supports,
because Ms. Schneiders in her testimony talked about therapeutic
foster homes and the notion that the traditional foster home notion
was obsolete. And I relate that to Ms. Egerton’s testimony in which
she testified on—I’m quoting from page 3. She testified about an
extremely serious problem. Children have historically been placed
without being told imperative medical, psychological and behav-
ioral information.

My question is first for Dr. Golden. Is it realistic—I mean, this
notion about recruiting is therapeutic for foster homes, knowing
full well that many of these children come with conditions, huge
numbers of them, maybe conditions that you won’t even know
about no matter what you do—my question is how—how realistic
is it, and if it is realistic to regard a foster home as therapeutic for
all of our children, then why aren’t we doing that given what the
data shows us is, in fact, the state of these children, the problems
that they come with? And Ms. Egerton even testifies that—al-
though she says there is now a placement information package,
that even what was known was not always available. I mean, is
there some sense that you don’t want to tell people all that they
need to know, because maybe there would be reluctant of people to,
in fact, be foster parents? Is there the sense that in order to have
a therapeutic foster home, we have to provide the kind of services
that we don’t have the resources and the funds to do?

Dr. GOLDEN. I think you’re asking questions both about what we
tell and how we support homes, because both of those things are
incredibly important.

Ms. NORTON. Right. I was interested in this notion when I first
read Ms. Schneiders’ testimony about therapeutic foster homes. It
strikes me that she really was talking about probably the majority
of our children, that they—to say, you know, his—we need some
foster care parents, you know, of the kind we always—we used to
try to get when I was a youngster does not speak to the children
that are coming into the system now. And if not, then what would
a therapeutic foster home atmosphere or approach by your agency
entail?

Dr. GOLDEN. Right now, I guess the way I see the vision, the way
I see where we’re going is that we want homes that can meet the
needs of all our children and that are well supported and that are
grounded in the community, because for a lot of our children, it
may not be—I mean, there are going to be some kinds of clinical
services, but some of it is being able to keep that child connected
to the early childhood provider who was wonderful for them. That
is some of what you need for that child to stay stable isn’t about
putting in new—sort of high-intensity clinical services. It is about
making sure you’re not disrupting their lives more in the first
place. So that is the key piece of it is having the homes be in that
community and connected.
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In terms of the clinical services, where I would say we are, right
now we make too stark a distinction. We have several hundred
therapeutic homes that we have much more intensive services, and
we don’t do enough wrapping services around other homes.

I don’t think that we need—I think there’s a risk of stigmatizing
children if we describe them all as needing an enormous amount
of services. Sometimes we found, for example, what we’ve done in-
ternally is we’ve built up our clinical staff so that we’re able to
guide these decisions better. We now have two RNs and a pediatri-
cian and some mental health clinical capacity, and so, for example,
with the RNs when there’s a medically fragile child, we’re able to
try to find and work with a foster parent who’s comfortable dealing
with that, but that may not mean they need a huge amount of
other things.

So I think the answer that I would give is that the direction we
ought to be going in is both informal and community support so
that foster parents can rely on neighborhood help of all kinds and
the kinds of mental health and health care where a child needs
that, and I think early information is critical. I think that one of
the things that I think Ms. Egerton would also say is true is that
sometimes it may be that people don’t choose to share it. It’s also
that the chaotic atmosphere during which a removal might happen
may mean that you don’t have all the information at the beginning,
but you should get it absolutely as quickly as you can and share
it.

Ms. NORTON. Well, I don’t want to go much more deeply into
this. I would agree with Ms. Schneiders. I would—even if the child
does not look like the child has a serious problem, the notion of
presenting these children who are in foster care, which is the last
place any child wants to be, and waiting until the—some service
is needed would not, it seems to me, be the best approach. The no-
tion of assuming that these are children that need services that a
child in a traditional home would not need does seem—might in-
deed save the District of Columbia of the kinds of resources that
ultimately you have to provide when a child goes into this strange
new environment, never acted out, but all of a sudden finds himself
in a place where he didn’t want to be. So the notion that, well, you
know, he seems fine to me may really not be—considering the envi-
ronment that these children come from, be the way to approach
these cases.

Dr. GOLDEN. And I think individualized and flexible services I
guess would be the way I think about it, that we want what that
child——

Ms. NORTON. Ms. Schneiders, would you want to say something,
because I want to go on?

Ms. SCHNEIDERS. For some of us who have been in this business
for 30 years or more, the traditional foster home came into being
when the mother died in childbirth and the father was killed in the
war, and you had a——

Ms. NORTON. But they are already not operating in that
atmosphere——

Ms. SCHNEIDERS. But the child that we bring in today, the fact
that we had to take him or her away from that parent means
something happened in that home that is traumatic. It’s an auto-
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matic assumption that something happened that was traumatic to
that child that says we have to get that child out of that environ-
ment. Taking them out then is the second traumatic experience,
and then putting them into a new and unrelated home is a third
traumatic event. You need a therapeutic environment for every
child that we now have in care. If we didn’t have to do that, we
wouldn’t bring them into care.

Ms. NORTON. I don’t know the kind of resources that it would
take. I agree with you, and I know the strains the District is under,
and I realize that some parsing out of this must be done, but I
want to endorse your notion that ultimately a presumption in favor
of—now, maybe you can waive that presumption when you find
that the child is fine. The child may be so relieved to be someplace
that’s safe.

I do want to pursue the chairman’s question, because, I mean,
this notion of social workers has come up time and time again
when we see that zero percent of the children in foster care had
at least a weekly visit with a social worker and zero percent had
at least a monthly visit. I don’t believe that a weekly visit should
be necessary. Just let me say that for the record. I don’t believe
that anybody is ever going to have the resources or the number of
social workers to do that, so I don’t know where that goal came
from, but it does seem to me perhaps a monthly visit would be nec-
essary, and I want to know the extent to which we’re chasing social
workers here, chasing college loans.

I was frustrated by the notion of master’s degrees before. Are we
still requiring master’s degrees? Can you have the social worker de-
gree without your master’s degree and get a job in the District of
Columbia?

Dr. GOLDEN. Yes. The District requires licensed bachelor’s level
or master’s level social workers, which is still more highly qualified
than other States. Other States often allow other bachelor’s degrees
besides social worker——

Ms. NORTON. But the chairman asks how many vacancies do we
have now among—for social workers.

Dr. GOLDEN. Well, we just got new positions for this fiscal year.
Ms. NORTON. New what?
Dr. GOLDEN. New positions to fill for this fiscal year. The Con-

gress approved the request we had made. So we are intending to
fill about 50 or 60 additional social worker vacancies here.

Ms. NORTON. Leave aside the new. I’m asking a question about—
I’m obviously not asking about new. I’m asking where you have the
full data. How many social workers as of, I guess, 2003 were there,
and how many vacancies were there?

Dr. GOLDEN. Our current number is about 270 social workers on
board, and we’re expecting to get up to about 310 to 320.

Ms. NORTON. How many vacancies were there when there were
200 on board?

Dr. GOLDEN. 270.
Ms. NORTON. 270. How many vacancies were there?
Dr. GOLDEN. We had—I’m trying to—the reason—the only reason

I’m having difficulty answering is that I think of all vacancies to-
gether rather than which were old and new, but we probably had
about 20 to fill before we got the new positions.
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Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, let me ask you this. You’ll recall the
nurses bill that we got through the House. We finally stopped talk-
ing about nurses and how nobody could find nurses, and with great
bipartisan applause there was a bill that was passed here. I believe
it was even last year.

What is happening to social workers is exactly the same thing
that is happening to nurses. It’s one of the most difficult jobs you
could possibly take on. You go to get a BA, and you go to get a
master’s. You’ve said to the chairman what the pay is, and I’m
wondering if you’d work with me on a similar bill for social work-
ers, because I don’t see any answer to this social workers problem.
I don’t think we’re going to get them out of the clear blue sky. I
do not see an incentive for the usual group of women who, in fact,
we depended upon. Those women are now going into every occupa-
tion in the world. They are fleeing social work just as they fled
nursing. So we are chasing our tails here every time we mention
social work. I just want to ask him if he would work with me on
a bill.

Chairman TOM DAVIS. I would. I think one of the biggest prob-
lems is retention. It’s keeping people—and I don’t know if you do
a sabbatical or what you do to keep people in it, but any time you
have to bring somebody new and train them, there’s a huge cost
to that, and there’s a risk. So when you have good people to keep
them, I mean, as in the private sector, we incentivize them in a
number of ways.

Dr. GOLDEN. Well, and I think were you to work on a bill, I
would see really two areas sort of by the analogy to nurses and to
others. For those who come to us with master’s, I think people
come with pretty substantial loan burdens, and for people who
were choosing to come in to deal with the most troubled families
in areas of high need and work with the public agency, they’re not
going to make the salaries to pay that loan.

Chairman TOM DAVIS. That is my——
Ms. NORTON. Loan forgiveness.
Dr. GOLDEN. Right. And for those who come with a bachelor’s, I

think one of the keys to retention is their ability to carry on and
get their education and possibly scholarship and other kinds of
strategies.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I’m going to only ask one more
question, perhaps submit others for the record. I was concerned
about the figure. I think it is from the GAO’s report that says 25
percent of the children have three or more foster care placements.
Ms. Schneiders and I have been having this discussion about the
trauma of having one placement. I wonder if any work has been
done to see if there are any reasons that tend to be systematic for
why children are placed more than one time?

Dr. GOLDEN. Yes. There are some major problems, and we’re be-
ginning to make headway. We have rigorous targets in the imple-
mentation plan. One of the reasons—and I think Ms. Egerton ad-
dressed her pleasure at the fact that we now have disruption con-
ferences. We used to do nothing when a foster parent—you know,
in the middle of the night, you know the child—that they just
couldn’t cope or got to the end of their rope. We’re trying now to
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bring together the people who know that child and see if more sup-
ports in the home could help. We’re not——

Ms. NORTON. First, what is the reason? What is the major reason
that a child would have—a quarter of your children would have
three or more foster care placements?

Ms. MELTZER. Can I respond to that? First, is that the initial
placement was the wrong placement so that there wasn’t enough
of a matching between the needs of the child in the initial place-
ment. Second, is the lack of supports to the foster families. Most
States find that if they increase the support to the foster parent
families early on, they can stabilize the placements.

And the third reason sometimes is just sort of systematic reasons
that relate to what the agency has out there. So the agency may
have some placements that they consider emergency placements.
They don’t have the right placement at the first time. They put the
child in a place, and then they just by definition have to move
them. That’s why——

Ms. NORTON. Some of this I know you simply can’t help, particu-
larly given the dearth of such parents and the quick decisions that
sometimes must be made.

Ms. MELTZER. But that’s why I think—you’ve heard testimony
today that it’s real important for that first placement to then very
quickly on bring together a whole team to work with that foster
family with the worker, involve the biological family and relatives
if you can find them in putting together the package of supports
that are needed within that first week, and we have experience in
places around the country that when you do that, you can stabilize
placements.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, actually, I have one very last ques-
tion. This notion about a team that I think Ms. Sandalow men-
tioned, this committee and the entire city were particularly con-
cerned about this issue when this infant was murdered. According
to the GAO, only 26 percent of child victims had a face-to-face
meeting within the first 24 hours, and I’m wondering what is the
reason if there is a child victim that as many as a quarter of these
victims did not have that meeting when they were most impres-
sionable about what had happened to them and when you could get
perhaps the best information about what to do for them?

Dr. GOLDEN. Getting out really early in an investigation is enor-
mously important for just the reason you give. We now, I believe,
are at something like 40 to 50 percent in our most recent month,
and we have to keep improving.

The GAO highlighted that the standard that we get out in every
investigation—that’s for any hotline call about abuse or neglect
within 24 hours is more rigorous than most States. Most States
give 48 hours to several days, because they triage and try to get
out on the most urgent ones. But our standard, for the reason you
give, is that we’ve got to get out there early. I think past reasons
for not doing that included staffing, but we’ve put a lot of our staff-
ing focus on investigations to try to fix that.

You also heard, I think, in the testimony from the Child Advo-
cacy Center that we focus on putting our most experienced workers
in intake, because the other thing you have to do is you have to
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find the child in the family, and you have to make sure that you’re
doing that well. So there’s a lot left to do on that.

Ms. NORTON. But these are a quarter of the children—these, I
take it, are emergency cases.

Dr. GOLDEN. No. These are all of the investigations that come in.
Ms. NORTON. I see. So this 26 percent figure relates to all child

victims, not just emergency——
Dr. GOLDEN. Well, it’s, as I understand it, to all—calls to the hot-

line—you don’t know yet if there’s a victim or not. You’re trying to
get out there as quickly as you can to find out.

Ms. ASHBY. I just wanted to clarify, that’s 26 percent of the cases
for which there was data in FACES.

Ms. NORTON. Yes. So we don’t know if the figure is larger or not.
Ms. ASHBY. We kept running into the issue of data, because, for

the most part, that’s all we had to look at. We did go to case files.
We found that data was missing in case files as well. So of the
cases that we could get information on, it was 26 percent.

Chairman TOM DAVIS. Thank you.
Ms. NORTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman TOM DAVIS. Thank you very much, Ms. Norton.
Let me just ask a couple of questions, and we can move on.
Ms. Massengale, in your testimony you gave a very detailed de-

scription of the plans for the development of the citywide Child As-
sessment Center. I think clearly the new center would provide a
means to increase services to children. What’s the status of this
now? What action do we need to take?

Ms. MASSENGALE. Well, at this point we have detailed architec-
tural plans developed which have been presented to several agen-
cies in D.C., including the Historic Preservation Review Board. Be-
cause of historic designations on the building, they denied concep-
tual approval, and so now this has to become a Mayor’s agent case.
So that’s another layer of bureaucracy that we need to go through
for the center.

The funding has been put into the budget, but city council has
asked to receive some additional information on the center that
we’re now trying to produce to city council.

The other issues right now, there are—this is being used as a
temporary homeless shelter, and the Deputy Mayor Carolyn
Graham is working on plans to ensure that the homeless have a
place to go when construction starts on this center.

Chairman TOM DAVIS. Could you keep us informed on that and
Ms. Proctor on my staff here in terms of where that is?

Ms. MASSENGALE. Absolutely, because——
Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, weren’t you supposed—wasn’t this

center supposed to be part of the national organization that deals
with such children supposed to go into the old historic firehouse at
one point?

Ms. MASSENGALE. Right. There’s a long history with this center.
We started trying to find a place in 1995, and we were supposed
to be going into the firehouse on New Jersey Avenue. We even had
a lease that had been signed on that property, and it was revoked.

Ms. NORTON. And I just want to say it should not have been re-
voked. This was a firehouse which the then fire commissioner con-
vinced the Mayor, who did not have the background to know, that
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the Congress had shut that firehouse after the city had tried for
years to get it shut, because there was no case to be made that we
needed that firehouse with all of the superstructure that is in-
volved in keeping a firehouse and that the community could be
served. This firehouse is in—when you were literally trying to get
that firehouse, was snatched back, an underutilized firehouse. I’m
very sorry, because I think you would have been well on the way,
because you had gotten so far to getting the center with the na-
tional people along with our local people in the same place.

Ms. MASSENGALE. Right. And one of the criticisms that is regu-
larly given to D.C. is that you have all these national organizations
that are located here, and they do nothing for the local people of
the city. And so having a place where we can put in all of our local
agencies, the police, the social workers who are so crucial in this
process under one roof and also have the link to a national agency
where the center would be the example within not just this coun-
try, but the world of how we should treat child victims is so impor-
tant. And obviously we’re very frustrated that 8 years later there’s
no progress.

Our current center, we’re turning closets into office spaces in
order to provide more therapy, to provide more services. There’s no
way to go, and we’ve shown with recent progress that collocation
is important. So we’re just hopeful that we can get the progress
soon.

Chairman TOM DAVIS. That’s why I asked the question, and Ms.
Norton is obviously on top of this as well. So keep us in the loop.

Ms. MASSENGALE. I will. Thank you.
Chairman TOM DAVIS. Let me just ask Dr. Golden, it’s my under-

standing that CFSA has a policy to reduce the number of children
that are placed in group facilities like St. Ann’s in Hyattsville.
Given the fact that so many of these babies are medically fragile,
where do the sick babies go, and what kind of services do they re-
ceive, and how many placements are we disrupting here, and how
long are these babies staying in and out of home placements?

Dr. GOLDEN. Well, as you say, we want children to be in families,
particularly young children, and that expectation of ours is very
formalized in the implementation plan. So we have targets to even
reduce dramatically how many young children we have in con-
gregate care.

In general what we found, particularly with babies, with young
children, is that there are families who are eager to care for chil-
dren. We also have been finding that when we do the early focus
that several people here talked about, we identify kin who are pre-
pared to care for babies and young children; so we also often find
kin families who will care for children.

You specifically mentioned St. Ann’s, which we worked with
closely, because as we transitioned toward being able to ensure
that each young child goes to a family first, they have a very good
setting for being able to do some early diagnostic support where we
need that. But we are aiming to transition to being able to identify
the right family right away. We have made a lot of progress on
that.

Chairman TOM DAVIS. Thank you.
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Ms. Meltzer, let me just ask you, from your perspective, what are
CFSA’s most critical priorities in order to sustain and improve the
outcomes for the foster care children and their families?

Ms. MELTZER. The first is one we have been talking about, hav-
ing an adequate, stable, and trained work force. I think achieving
a lot of the other things that we want to achieve can’t be done until
they have that.

Second, I think, is recruiting and supporting foster families and
adoptive families, both in the District and, where necessary, in sur-
rounding jurisdictions.

The third priority is, creating and sustaining the change in the
culture, and in the practice culture, to believe that children need
permanent families, that the Agency can find permanent families
for them, and that they can support children through to adulthood
with permanent families.

We talked a little bit about the older teens. Thirty-five percent
of the children in foster care in the District right now are 14 and
over. That is really a reflection of the historical inadequacies of the
system.

A lot of thought has to be given to those children right now about
how to make the last years of their childhood meaningful and how
they can be positioned to become adults with supports as they get
older. We all know that 18 and 21 are not magic ages for being
independent, so I think that is something that has to be focused
on.

Chairman TOM DAVIS. Thank you very much.
Anything else anybody wants to add? It has been actually pretty

complete with the questions and answers. It has been a great
panel.

Ms. ASHBY. A couple of things. I have been taking notes here as
various people have been speaking. I will be very brief.

First, with regard to the data issues, I hope that Dr. Golden and
other managers at CFSA do take the data issues seriously, not just
in terms of going back and finding records of investigations and
bringing them forward to the current system. That may not be as
important as other information about the child in terms of the
early history, family ties, and so forth, which are not in the current
system.

We have found the paper documents, paper case files, to be in
disarray; to be voluminous, disorganized. So it certainly would take
a great deal of effort to go into those files and pull out reliable
data. We certainly aren’t suggesting that any unreliable data be
put into the system. That would make absolutely no sense.

I am not at all surprised that other States have not done this.
We will be issuing a report in a few weeks on what is going on with
data systems across the United States for child welfare. As I said,
I am not surprised at all that so few States are focusing on their
current data.

With regard to interjurisdictional adoptions, we issued a report
June of last year on implementation of ASFA throughout the coun-
try. In that report, one of the things we noted was that a big prob-
lem—and I don’t know if that is the case here in the District of Co-
lumbia—but something that might be considered the biggest prob-
lem with the interjurisdictional adoptions seem to be processes and

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 10:00 Aug 05, 2003 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00137 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 D:\DOCS\87806.TXT HGOVREF1 PsN: HGOVREF1



134

the home studies, and what it takes to get a home study approved
for a potential adoptive family in another jurisdiction.

To the extent that those systems and processes can be stream-
lined, it would go a long way, I think, for improving the ability of
child welfare agencies to bring about interjurisdictional adoptions.

The other thing I want to market, a little bit, our reports. We
have issued several reports, and we will be issuing reports that are
applicable to what we have been talking about today, one about the
recruitment and retention of welfare workers. We will make it
available to you, Mr. Chairman, and Congresswoman Norton. It
talks about a lot of the issues we have been talking about in the
District of Columbia, and we have found that across the United
States.

We have also issued a report recently on the placement, vol-
untary placement of children in child welfare systems and juvenile
justice systems because of mental health needs. There are some
issues there that I think you might want to take a look at, if you
have not.

As I said, we will be issuing a report shortly on the status of
data systems, which we think might be relevant. Thank you.

Chairman TOM DAVIS. Thank you.
Let me just say, I thank all of you for what you are doing. De-

spite the shortcomings in some of the areas here, I know you all
have a great dedication to helping these children. We appreciate
that very much, and want to try to add value to the equation.

I want to thank all of you for taking the time from your very
busy schedules to be here. I think it has been a very productive
hearing.

The hearing is adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 12:05 p.m., the committee was adjourned.]
[Additional information submitted for the hearing record follows:]
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